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REMARKS 

Claims 1 to 15 were originally filed and examined. Claim 16 is added herein. Claim 1-16 are 
now pending in the case. 

The Examiner objected to the language of Claims 12, 14, 15. These claims are amended 
above to address the objection by clarifying claim language and these claims are now believed in 
proper form. No change in scope of the claims is made. 

Claims 1, 4-7 were rejected as obvious in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,530,1 17 to Peterson in 
view of U.S. Patent no. 6,997,395 to Kawamoto ('395) and U.S. Patent No. 5,504,969 to Beryozkin 
et al ('969). However, the cited references do not disclose nor suggest all of the elements of 
Applicant's invention as claimed. The Examiner acknowledges that Peterson does not disclose a 
liquid-proof pan as recited by Applicant, but argues it obvious to use the cart (18) of the '395 patent 
in combination with the Peterson device. However, as described by the Examiner, the cart of the 
'395 patent is merely a "planar surface". A mere "planar surface" cannot be a liquid-proof pan by 
any ordinary understanding of these terms nor by the definition of this element in Applicant's 
specification. 

Furthermore, even if the '395 patent did disclose a liquid-proof pan, the Examiner's suggested 
combination with Peterson is not obvious, but rather antithetical to the teaching of Peterson, which 
goes to great length to explain the particular construction and necessity of the Peterson base for 
supporting the Peterson reservoir (Col. 5, line 40-55) and such would be defeated by the suggested 
substitution. 

In addition, Applicant's Claim 1 recites a receiver removably disposed within the pan Such a 
receiver configuration is not disclosed nor suggested by the cited references. The receiver (12) cited 
in Peterson cannot be understood to be "removably disposed" within a pan, nor removable in any 
sense, due to its substantial connection to the Peterson base and interconnection with other 
operational elements. This is supported by the fact that Peterson provides a drain hose (39) for 
removing accumulated fluid, rendering removal of the reservoir unnecessary. 

Further, Examiner's statement that Peterson discloses a blower hose is untrue. The 
referenced element (39) is a drain hose, and is not connected to a blower, nor functions as a blower 
hose. (Col. 6, line 4-14; Fig. 3) None of the references cited teach a blower hose as claimed by 
Applicant. 
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Because the cited prior art does not disclose all the limitations of the claimed invention, nor 
motivates modification of the prior art to arrive at the invention as claimed, rejection is improper. 
Claims 2-8 are allowable at least as depending from claim 1. 

Claim 1 is incidentally amended to correct word form and no change in scope is intended or 
effected. 

Claims 9-1 1 were rejected as obvious over Peterson in view of the c 395 and c 969 patents and 
the 2005/0005389 publication by Rau el al. 

In rejection, Peterson and the '395 are cited as disclosing a receiver retained in a liquid-proof 
pan and a blower hose. As discussed above, these references do not disclose nor suggest a device 
including these elements as claimed by Applicant. Because the cited prior art does not disclose all the 
limitations of the claimed invention, nor motivates modification of the prior art to arrive at the 
invention as claimed, rejection is improper. Claims 10-12 are allowable at least as depending from 
claim 9. 

Claims 13-15 were rejected as obvious over the '395 patent in view of Peterson. Claim 13 is 
amended to clarify the distinctions between the claimed invention and the cited prior art. In rejection, 
the '395 patent is cited as disclosing exhausting gas onto the surfaces of the device elements. Claim 
13 is amended to more clearly recite a means of exhausting air onto floor and wall surfaces adjacent 
the device as distinct from exhausting air onto the device itself. Exhausting solely onto the device 
surfaces, as cited in the '395 patent, enables none of the functions of the claimed invention. Nowhere 
in '395 or Peterson is there disclosed any means capable of exhausting air onto adjacent surfaces as 
claimed by Applicant. 

Additionally, the '395 patent is cited as disclosing a flat surface capable of capturing liquid. 
Claim 13 is amended to clarify that what is required is a means of capturing and retaining liquid 
escaping the receiver. The cited flat surface of the cart (18) of the '395 patent is incapable of 
retaining liquid (no means of preventing flow across and off of the surface), and such a function is not 
disclosed nor suggested in the cited references. Therefore, the prior art nowhere discloses or 
motivates a means of retaining liquid as claimed. 

Claim 14 is a method claim, including the steps of: "storing a liquid receiver on a leak-proof 
pan" and "directing the exhaust air from the blower to the spill locatioii'. No reference in the prior 
art for these steps is provided and the prior art does not disclose these steps. As well, while the 
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receiver (1 1) of the '395 patent might be viewed as removable, nowhere does the reference actually 
disclose removing the receiver. That the '395 patent provides for a drain cock (22) suggests that 
removal is not contemplated. Modifying the prior art without independent motivation to add a 
function and step of removing the receiver is mere impermissible hindsight application of Applicant's 
teachings. The prior art does not disclose nor suggest the invention as claimed by Applicant 

Under the law, to establish a prima facie showing of obviousness, the cited prior art references 
must teach or suggest all the claim limitations, and the suggestion to make the claimed combination 
and a reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the prior art and not based on 
Applicant's disclosure. MPEP § 2143 - § 2143.03 Because the prior art does not disclose all the 
limitations of the Applicant's invention as claimed, and the prior art does not provide motivation to 
modify the prior art to arrive at the claimed invention, rejection is improper. 

New claim 16 is added. This claim includes the elements discussed above that distinguish the 
claimed invention from the prior art, as is included to define the invention in varied scope. 

For the above reasons all pending claims are believed in condition for allowance and 
consideration and further prosecution to allowance is requested. 

Respectfully, 


Sven W. Hanson Date 
Reg. No. 36,546 
PO Box 357429 
Gainesville, FL 32635-7429 
(352) 375-0082 

0403 .hoc 
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